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Renewed Request For Reconsideration And Withdrawal Of Final Office Action 

Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria. VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

In the Advisory Action of May 1 5, 2007, the Examiner stated that "the 
limitation 'at least partially optical component' changed the scope of the invention 
since prior to the amendment the examiner considers the 'component' to be only 
optical." The applicants assert that the Examiner is mistaken regarding the contents 
of the applicants' claim. Claim 1 as submitted with the applicants' response of 
December 7, 2006 is reproduced below. 



1 . (Currently amended) An optical arrangement comprising two 
parallel plates each with a through-hole forming defining an optical 
input/output with a givon havino an optical axis and an at least 
partly optical component placed between the plates, the at least 
partly optical component and a first plate of the two parallel plates 
comprising first fastening studs placed transversely opposite the firet 
plate and connected by first bumps mado of comprisinc a meltable 
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fastening studs placed transversely opposite the plate two parallel 
plates and connected by second bumps mad e of comprisina a 
meltable material that when molten is able configured to selectively 
wet the second fastening studs in ordor to optically align the optical 
input/outout inputs/outputs on the two parallel plates. (Claim 1 
emphasis added) 

The first instance of the claim term "at least partly optical component" is 
shown above in boldface print. This claim term already existed in claim 1 at the 
time that the applicants filed there response of December 7, 2006. The 
underlined term was added In the response only to preserve proper antecedent 
basis in the claim. This addition does not represent any change to the scope of 
the claim, as asserted by the Examiner in the Advisory Action of May 15, 2007. 

The applicants again request reconsideration and withdrawal of the final 
rejection set forth in the Office Action of March 23, 2007. The finality of the Office 
Action is grounded on the assertion that the applicants' amendment of their claims In 
their response of December 7, 2006 justifies the final rejection. The applicants 
reiterate their assertion that, in their response of December 7, 2006, they amended 
their claims only to address matters of form. These amendments did not 
substantively alter the scope of their claims. The MPEP instructs Examiners to 
anticipate amendments to address matters of form and that such amendments do 
not support issuance of a final office action. MPEP 706.07(a). 



Respectfully submitted. 
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Jasper W. Dockrey 
Registration No. 33,868 
Attomey for Applicant 



BRINKS HOFER GILSON & LIONE 
P.O. BOX 10395 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60610 
(312) 321-4200 



2 



